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'I'I Lrxical Cohonion of Cflmbined .1110- Decombin,d 5t4tences

I

,17,
.

text,'any passage that forms unified ,whole, by definition has

texture. Textufe may be explained.by examining a tex's linuistic.features or

(constituents. One prime feature is cohes ).on, by which we mean a semantic

concept referring to "yelationg of,meaning that exist within a text and that

define it as a text" (Hall:idayand Hasan, 1976, p. 8). More specifically, by

cohesicip we'refer to certain "non-structural text-forming relations" (p. 7).
-

These are relations other than the structural. ones_ of clause, phrase, and

O gentence. 4

Taken in this sense, theh, the,COesi4of a text is exhibited in two

ways--the more general meanings through the grammar of the piece and the wore

specific meanings through the lexis, or vocabulary. But cohesion is arwaye

semantic relation, and. whether we refer to grammatical"' cohesion---such things as

reference, substitution, or ellipsis--or to lexical cohesion or to conjunctive '\

cohesion,. which lies on the border linepetween'the two, we are distinguishing

)9nly in degree. Because texts are semantic units, it pecessarily follows that

coheiive relations must exhibit semantic traits.

Because texts can be defined in one sense as supersentences (i.e., combina-

tions of sentences that form a unified whole), it seems quite logical to use
1 e .

cohesion.analysis'as a means of examining combined and decgmbined (n-n7super)

1

. sentences to see if it can help account for the ways in which they work. When

I first began my study and came upswith a working hypothesis, I felt the key to

combined/decombined distinctionsmight lie within the lexical mode of cohesion.

Tfelt, in other words, that diffeA rent sets on: chains of lexical items,

because ofztheir pdsitions relative to each other and to one another, might

J ,
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hold the key to-hy some t'exts were perceived as well written Ind others,

. -
because they were decombined, were perceived as poor and ineffective: After an

exhaustive analysis of seventy-two student s amples, however, I mpiti d'my

hypothesis and began moving in'a different direction- -one which would

.

more flexibility in expanding lexical cohesidn to Include aspects of

grammatical andiconjunctive cphesion as' wall.

I
I began my study by selecting a text. I choseleven texts w

thought were well written; they were all on the same general topic, the Civil

War. 'I staplAd the ele ven texts together, not identifying theT by tithertitle

or author`. These packets I diltributed.to three groups of readers, ringing

from vet), good freshmen to seniot-ilisin advanCed composition. These students had

shown themselves in the past to be both good readers and gtod critics of
1 a

writing. They were told t2 read the eleven texts carefully, -.to rank tirm best

, ,, r
' 'tt., 1

to worst using a number scale, and'elo give their reasons: )

r,

1

In each of the groups, the results were the same. One text was selected'

as best or second best by 91% of the readers. This text, which was Bruce

Cotton's "Grant and Le Appomattdx," became my experimental text. The

reasons tAt reliders g ve for their high rankiing of tris t4xt included (1) a
.

.

.
.

.
.

.

fluid style,
.

(2) a fluency with the language,, and (3) a "like you werefthere"
.

.4
\

'quality to 014 writing. The selected text, then, was one which good readers
... . f . .

perceived as being good.

I then set about to destroy some
.

of that goodness--or at least to mar the

face of goodness. By taking&the elegant prose of Catton and taking apart, the

.
.

.rhythms, symmetry, and illynta x, I reduced most of th4 +1.tences to simple ones:
f

I decombined them. Then I placed this decombineeversion of the original essay

II

4
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in the name .p eket of related 'andsOstrihutod them to throe new groom of .

... ........_

ie
readers--re'aderS unfamiliar with the f,atton.,original.

, I

4 This time the readers were insActed to carefully read the papers': rank
. 1

4i
(them best to'WorSt,. and to give their 'reason4es.0 P ost ,regdrsplaced the

. .

deCombiped text near LI* middlie of the heap. In' fact, 89% found ib ranked no

better than filth of the total sample of eleven. A significant n ranked It

<-
seventh best. No reader now perctivedkit as `the bet text. Thestudents'

reasons for this 'ranking showe .thekre variation than had the earlier group of

respondents, brut they converged on three points: -(1) a choppy, abrupt style,

(2) repetitiveness of words,yand(3)-oytrrelianee on pronouns. By recasting

the original essay, which was perceived as good by good readers, into

decombined sentences to forma text now seen by good res4e-es as mediocrecat

best, I had gotten what I wanted.,
.

Now, my guiding question became "what was it about the sentence decombining

that c used the perdeived decline in text quality?" A second question became

"Can co esioniparticularly lexical cohesion as extended to incldde aspects of

grathmatical and conjunctive cohesion, explain this perceived difference?"

To begin the next phase of my project, I distributed the decombined
A, 4

4

versjon of the text to my -,72 freshman writing students, 24 of them remedial and
.

I

.!4 6

48 in the regular composition sequence. I gave them fairly extensiwob instruc-
, is

tions,.telling them tO read the essay carefully before trying to get a sense of

.
. , ftf

the writet, his situation, his audience, and hirs purgase. Then they were

instructed to recombine the sentences using the
1

techniques
1

we had discussed the
. . $

4
1

pl-eviobs week. I especially recommended -substitution,, conjunction, and 4ubordi-
.

nation. When they were satisfied' with their texts and felt that they now

matched what the writer's criteria probably were, I collected the papers.

.41110014.,,,i.N.
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I conld tell from even n curso.ry reading thnt TeTceptible diperencelh in
P

text quality existed, buCI decided to givv the
A

recast papers to still another .

group of readers--this time junior and.senior technical writing students who
w.

were (ehad shown themselves to be good readers and good critics of writing: T

,*
instructed to '(1) the student tent's carefully, (2) rank the .eleven

bust -to worst, and (3) give their'reasons These readers had not seem the (.

t. e.
1-

5 original Catton text, but it became obvious to me from looking at the readers'

responses and rankings that those texts, which were most like the Catton

original in synt'ax, use of pronouns and conjunctions, and rhythms of prose were

those perceived as good by the readers. When they gave their reasons, they .,

cited (11 a fluidityPof style, (2 an ease of combination,. and (3) a natural-

nesg of trans on. '

g
4

4'
Taking the samples perceived as good by ihe'reatiers, I correlated their

ranking with three other factors: (1) VSAT score, (2) score on the

university's writing placement examination, and (3) syLess, as measured by

grades, in other writing classes. I found a high correlation between good

texts (those scored first or second out of the eleven), VSAT scores of 530 or

higher, writ
A

g pl'acement exam scores of 3+ or 4 on a l'to 4 scale, and grades

of A or 13+ in riting courses. Sijnilarly, I found a high correlation 'between
0

those 'versions 'Inked low (fifth or lower) and low'VSAT scores of 430 and

below, low wri ng placement exam scores of 2- and below, and grades of C and

below in Writing courses,

Next, the versions identified as goad-LthOse

'better students as defined ty the factors outlined l e- -were anaillyzed in
1

ewri tten and ,recombined by

thrge steeq: (1) the major lexical sets oi' chains were identified and marked,SA

(2) the locat\on. oe these sets or thaies within new and old informatiOn and

I

1
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WithinIktoliic and comment secriowl'of sentences vas noted, and (3) tiw. way in -

which these :ets of challins fitted intd orthOgrapicic paragraphs_ or into

recognizabl "chunks" of discourse was observed. Then I' tried to discover a

.
characteris is pattern or lexical arrangement which would typify a good Akter

?
f

(here recomhiner). Wheh I was unable to discover such Ppattern,'I compared

the successful writers' versions with both the Catto original and, with my

recast, decombined one. I' analyzed,both the original and dqcombined texts in

,

the same ways I had the goo
.

studebt versions above. -Thelcomparkson proved ..

inconclusive. Lexical cohesion by itself could not account for the perceived

superiority of the successfully combined texts over the unsuccessfully, combined

(oftenlargely uncombined) ones.

I tlhen took the next logical step. I analyzed. my recast, decombined
414

version and performed the same analytical.9teps as before. Once again,

although d tried to isolate and identify a lexical, pattern characteristic of

poor writers (here recomb,iners), I could not. Next I compared the unsuccessful-
4

writers' rsions with both the 'recast, decombined text and with the Catton

original. I analyzed both of these texts in the same ways I had earlier

analyzel the student versions. Again, the comparisangt were inconclus'ive

. 4

Lexical cohesion by itself could not account for the perceived inferior quality

of unsuccessfully recombined sentences. There had to be other reasons for the
I

signifiCant. differences in text quality--the differences cited, by the groups of

rea e s who ranked the original Catton versioq as best of 11 and my'de.combiaCd

-version as only mediocre. Similarillthere had to ther reasons to accent

for the high ranking of student texts'similar tothe Catton original and\he low

ranking of distinctly different texts.
Ali
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In ordet discover 'wh.tit these 'other .re.aaons might be , T ti 1\c44 all of my
- . .

LJ
readers two questions:- n) ta the successful Catton original and in the

jl . .
'students' versions perceives a ,good (i.e., which apOroximate it), what one--7

.
1 ,

word is dqoinant--they- itohe iece? (2') Besides dint key ward, what other

single_ feature a counts for' the quality of the texts perceived as good? The

mebr

at
V

answers to these two quest s suggested'a more profitable line of inquiry. Tot,

the first kluestion about' the 'key word, approximately 90 percent of all student
*

reader responded with the lexi-41 item IT. A significantleight percent
P

responded with the lexical item AND. the'second questkpn about another
7

single feature, approximately 84 'percent responded with' the lexical item AND

h and a significant nine, percent

Ftom these re-sponsea, I got a clear indication ofwhy.lexical cohesion

could no account for the perceived differences in writing quality between
o A

I

'441 ,

those texts which approached the original Carton ,yersion inipterms of-seittence

. ...r.

erombination and those which did not. Most researchers,who have written ea

cohesion have observtd that cohesion in texts is achieved partly through

A

f
f

grammar 'and partly through Ocabulary. They have also pointed out how unclear.

. t
the boundary is between what is'gtammatical and what is essentially lexictl,

mil particularly in cases like IT and AND.

,For instance, Halliday and Hasan, who have done betteikork in this area

than most, write that et i. t comes closest to being an alternative realization

of general noun + refere nce item, ao in the -thing. Hence the bouncy

between 'lexical cohesion of the type we are calling kEITERAtION, and grammati-

cal cohesion of the REFERENCE type, is by no means clearcut; the class of
- .N

gene)ral.nouri% provides ,a form of cohesion that lies ,somewhere in between the

two, and is interpretable as either" (p: 2'9). Another paint most researchers

Mr.

110
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lave made about cohesion speciffcally concerns words like IT and AND --hi.sh
____

frequency words in (is English language and words usually thought .t as without
-.. . -

meaning. For,in'stance, Halliday and.Masan write "in assessing the lexical\

4 11
cohesion of a text wecan safely ignore repetitive occurrences of fiCly

- grammatical. . . . items like pronouns and prepositions and verbal auxiliaries"

(p,. 291). They further note that "the 'and' "relation is felt to be

structural and rnot'cohesive," but that "itis a fact that the.kaord and is
. , .

41p .
1 s

a used,cohesively" (p. 233).
\

--,
,

4.

IQ

From'all of this, I think we can safely assume that the small frequent

- words of the langpage-=words like it and and--are the point of the rub.

%

They are not as purely grammatical as some. linfuisits would Rave-us'believe, but

, clearly have a lexical component. Because such words inhabit the crossover

-

between the grammatitak and le xical systems--a kind of nether regiontheir

91,

exact natures' hate not been pointed out.
-V 0

,..

On the basis on my,, then, aid because of my assumption about the way
, . .v

,

in which frequent lexical itello,exhibit dual tendencies, I would
i

like to draw a

i

'more general conclusion. This conclusion is that, although lexical cohesion
--. ,

4alckne can seldom,- if ever, account for the success a writer has in csombiing

sentences to form an effective text, it can, if extended to include gFammatical
0

. ,

and conj ctive cohesion, explain .g ood Tart of what good writers characteris-
1

tically do. \

Of course, by'stating this conclusion in this way; I am leaving myself

open to att ack from those who would claim that syntax and style are the

determinants of success in such a text. But I would counter y asserting that

1
it is the small words of the language-- -the in andtands--that provide the

ra

r.



44

41

kpy Lingl-perhdps

language.

p

ct,

Vlb

t . i t ween

I
C21

0 ,/

c

r.

-8

the meaning and wording systems of the

taw

it i

10

2'

'

-01

1

4 .

, . . 4...

141

4

c,



plow 10,1,1

Addis4 lAci.,...,b;vee,

Grant and Lee at Appomatto)t

11

Until this Palm Sunday
)

of 1865'the word Appomattox had no

meaning. It was a harsh name., It had been,left over from the

Indian days. It belonged to a river.. It also belonged to a

country town. It had no overtones. But after this day it would.

be'one of the haunted possessions of.the-American people-. It

would be a great and unique word. It would echo'ile the nation

memory with infdrate tragedy and infinite promise. It would

recall a moment: gnset and sunrise came together in a streaked

%.4

glow. It was half twilight and half dawn-.

The business '.:ht almost have been stage- manag &d'.for effedt.
L.

ed. There was even the case of WilmerNo detail,Aat bee

McLean. He was a Virginj,an. He once owned a'place by.a stream

named Bull Kin. He found his farm overrun by soldiers in the firSt

battle of the war._ He sold out. Vout. He move td southern Virginia ioA
4 fft

get away from the war. He bought a modest house in Appomattox

Court Houb. Tire war naught up with him finally.. Grant' and Lee

chose his front parlor as the place. -This was out of all the rooms

in America. Here they would it down together. They would bring. (

the fighting to end.

Lee had one staff 6fficer with him. In Mr. McLean's front

Yard fie Confedeiate orderly stood by. The war holirse Traveler nibbled

at the spring grge the while. -Grant came with half a dozen officers



,of his own. 'THese included the famous Shtfridan. _He and tee

shook hands,. They ,took their seats.. These trooped into the

rosom Lo:'-look and to listen. 'Grant and. Lee sat at two separate

r AJ.

tables. They were the central figures.in one 'of the greatest

tableaAs imAlherican hibtory.

It ,as a
7.
great tableau. It was not merely because of what

these two.men did. It was also because of what they were. No

two Americanl could have been in greater contrast. -(Again, the

staging was, perfect). Lee was legend incarnate. He was tall.
%
He was gray. He was one of the handsomest men who had ever lived.

He was tone of the most imposing. He was dressed today in his

best uniform. His sword was bertedat-his waist. Grant was--

well, he was U.S. Grant. He was rather scrubby. He was under-

sized. He was wearing his working clothes. His boots and trousers

twere mud-spattered He was, wearing e private's rumpled blue coat.

His lieutenant general's stars were tacked to the shoulders.

He wore no sword. The wen noticed the contrast. Those with

t,,hem re embered it. Grant himself seems to have felt-it. Years

afterward hA mentioned it. 'This was in his memoirs. He went to

some length This was to explqin something. It was why he did-

not go to this meeting togged out in a dress uniforM.' (In effect,
I

his explamation was this. He was too busy.)

Yet the. contrast went. far beyond the matter of ,personal

. appearance. Two separate versions.of America met in this rooM."

Each was perfeet,ly embodied by its chosen representative.

4 .
it

14,

ea.

,12



There was the American ariutocrae.4. It had had a 'great day.

It came from the past. It looked to the past. It seemed almost

dgliberately archaic. It had an air of knee breeches and buckled

Shoes and powdered wigs. It had a leisured dignity. It had a

rigid code: In it privilege and duty were closely joined. It had

brought the country tojts- birth.... It had provided manyof"its

, .t

beliefs. It had 0yea,courage and leadership. It had given a
, .

..
=.,

sense of order and-i%arning. This clakss would have provided. the

perfect vehicle. The vehicle was for carrying the eilligkte4 11

SL I -

,\

century forward into the :future. This was if -there had rbee,n.any

way for this.to take place. But from the day of its beginning
I'

America had been fated. It was fated to'be a land of unending

change. The country was in powerful ferment. This was the

country iniwhich the leisure class-had its place. The class
4

TI

,

. '

itself had changed. It had been diluted. In the struggle for

survival it had laid hands on a curious combination. It was the

combination of modern machinery and slave labor. The old standards

had been altered. Dignity had begun to look like arrogance.

And pride of purse had begun to elbow out pride of breedirig. The

ifetime of Robert E. Lee had seen the change. Lee himself

h been touched by it.
: .

. ,,

.et'the old values were real. The effort to pre-serye them

balnObflity. Of,allthe things, none .had more poignance than

'the d4sperate fight to 'preserve these disappearing values. These

were 4,Ianis t4 at went to make up the war. These values were eroded

by change 491 within as muchas by'change from without. The fight

had,been.made. It had, been lost. Everything was-peronified in

, the'gray:Aan. It 'was everything that had been dreamed and tried and



fought for The gray man "sat at a little table in,the parlor

-d.at Appomattox. He waited for the other. man. He was to start

writing out the terms of surrender.

The °tiler man was wholly representative too. Behind iim

there was a new society. It was not dr,Ramed of .by the founding

fathers; It was a society the lid taken off. It was western

man standing up to assert something. It wilb that what-lay back

6

a.

of a person mattered nothing. This was in-comparison .to what lay

ahead of him. 'It was the land of the mudsills. It was the land

-of-the temporarily, dispossessed. It was theaand of t1 people who

had nothing to lose but the future. Behpld it-were hard times
4 . "-..

Behind it were humiliation and failure. Ahead of it was all' the

world. It was a chanceto lift oneself one's bootstraps It/

had few standards beyond a basic belief. It was an unformulated

belief in the irrepressibility and Atimate value of the hAman

spirit. It could tramp with heavy boots down a ravaged Shenandoah
'Am -Valley or through the embers of a burned Columbia. It didn't give

moredthan a casual thought to the things

'Yet it had its own nobility. It had its

that were being destroyed.

own stkndards. It had,

in fact, th4 future of the race knits keeping, with-all/the

immeasurable potential. This potential might reside in a peo

They had decided something. They would no longer be bound )57 the

limitations of the past. It was rough. It was uncultivated. It

came to important meetings; It wore muddy boots. It wore no

- It had to be listened to. /
S.

sword .



Grunt and Lee at Appomattdx
By Bruce Catton

.,

Until thin galm Sunday in 1865 the word Appomattox had no
,

.

meaning. IL was a harsh name left over from Iniiiin day. s., it be-
.

.

. :. longed to a river and to a country town,
,

and it had no overtones.

11Pri" 'It**.
oe-Itsika I

d

, .

But after this day it would be one of the haunted possessions of
1 .

,

the American people, a great and unique word that would echo in
*-

the national memory with infinite, tragedy and infinite.promise,
.,)

recalling a moment in which sunset and sunrise came together in

a streaked glow that was half trilight and half dawn.

The busiriess might almost have ben stage - managed for effect.

No detail had been overlooked. There was even the case of Wilbur

McLean, the Virginian who once owned a placd'by a stream named Bull

Run and.who found his farm overrun by soldiers in the first battle

of he war". He_sold out and moved to southern Virginia to get away

from the war, andfie bought a modest house in Appomattox Court HouLe;

and the war caught "up with him finally, so that .Lee and Grant chost-

h/s front parlor--of'all the rooms in America--as the place where

they would sit down together and bring the fighting to an end.

Lee had 'one --ptaU officer with him, and in McLean's fr;ont yard

a Confederate orderly stood by while the war horse Traveler nibbled

at the spring grass. Grant came with half-a dozen officers of hii

own, including the famous Sheridan, and 4fter he,andLee had shake!,

hands and taken their seats these trooped into the room to look and

to 1fAten. Grant and Lee sat at two separate tables, the central

figures in one Q the-greatest tableaus of ArRerican history.

It-was a great tableau not Merely because of what these two

men did but also because'of wfiat they were. No two Americans could



1

Bravo been in greater contrast. (Again, the stnging was perfect'.)

Lee was legend intarnate--tall, cray, one of Cho.handsomebt and

most impoeng men who over lived,.dressed today in his best uniform,
4

with a sword belted at his waist. Grant was--well, he was U.S. Grant,

rather scrubby and undersized, wearing hi's working clothes, with mud-
s

spattered boots and trousers and a private s.rumpled blue coaA,with

his lieutenant general's stars tacked t(o the shoulders. He wore no

sword. The men who were with them noticed,the contrast and remembered

it. Grant hiAself seems to' have felt At; years afterward, when he.

wrote his memoirs, he mentioned it and went to some lengths to explain

why he did not go to this meeting togged out in dress uniform. (In

effect, his explanation was that he was fist too busy.)

Yet the contrast, went far beyond the, matter of personal 'appear-

ance. Two_ separate versions of America met in this room, eachiper,

fectly embodied by its chosen representative.

There was art American aristocracy, and it had had a great day.

$ It camp from the past and it looked tea the past; it seemed almost

deliberatelarchaiC, with an air of knee .breeches and buCkled shoes

and ,powdered 'wigs, with a leisur d dignity and a rigid code In Vhich

privilege and duty were closely joined. It had brought the country

to its'birth and it tad provided many of it beliefs; it had given

courage aiid )..eadership, a sense of order and learning, and .if there

had been any way by which the eighted,nth century could possibly have

A
been carried forward into the future, this class would have p'dvided

the perfect vehicle. But from the day of its beginning, America had

been ifated to be a land of unending change. The country inwhich this

leisured class luid its dlAke was in powerful fement, and the class
rt

itself had changed. It had blew diluted. Ip the struggle )or survival
I
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iC hdd.laid haucth e:p the xuriou:'-, (:ombinntioll of modern maehin

ands slave lab9r, theold.standerds had been altt,red, dignityflydd

begun to look kik.e hrrogance, alid pride of purse had: begun to elbow

out pride Of breeding. The, single lifetime of Robert E..Lde had

seen the change,:a1J,hough 1.:eeillimftlf had not been touched by it.

Yet the old values were real, and the'effort to preserve them
I

had nobility. Of all the things that went to mAke.up the war, none

had more poignance than the desperate fight to "preserve these ells-

appearing valUes, eroded by change froM withirl as much as by change
4

from without; The fight had been made and it had been,lost, and

everything that tad been dreamed ,and tried and fought for-was per -
1.

sonified in the gray man whd-sat at the little table in trte parlor

at Appomattox ana a-waited for the other man to start writing out the

terms orSurrender'.

The other man was wholly representative oo. Behind him there

was a new society, not dreamed of by the founding fathers: a society

with the lid taken off, western man standing up to assert that what

lay back of a person mattered nothing in comparison -to whdt lay ahead

of trim. It was the land of the mudsilIs, the temporarily dispossel,Led,

the people who had nothing to,16se but the future; behind,it were hard
4

times, humiliation and failure; and ahead of it was all'tdie world and

a chance to lift oneself lbs one's bootstraps. ft had few standards

beyond the basic unPormillated beliaf in the rrepregsibillty and ult-.

imate value of the human spirit, and it could tramp iith heavybblots
4

Aowh a ravaged ,,Shenandoah Valley or through tlre embers of.a burned

4 Columbia without giving more han a .casual thought to the things that,:v k

were. beinA destroyed.' Yet it had its own nobility and its own standards;1

it had, in fact,.` the future-c4 the race in ,its keeping, 14th all the

immeasurable,patentia,1 that might reside in a people who had decided

s '!^X'w.c%'r ""'',.," -4**.
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that they would no longer be bound by the limitations br the pa'St.'

It was rough and.uncultfated and(it came to important meetings

wearing muddy hoots,and no smoed, and it' hack to be lirstened to.
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